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Subject Hunters Point Annex (HPA), Parcel B Data Presentatiorg |uly 27t 1993,
Radiologic Issues

Dear Mr. Ramos:

Enclosed, please find the comments providedbythe Department of Health Services (DHS)
to the State Water Resources Control Board in support of the Interagency Agreement to
provide technical oversight for radiologic issues at HPA. If there are questions about the
content of the comments, please notify me and we will arrange a meeting as soon as
possible.

It should be noted that the DHS is to be directly and separately notified of any meeting
where radiologic issues are to be presented or discussed, e.g., Technical Review
Committee meetings (TRCs), and data presentations, such as those for Parcels A and B.
Participation by DHS is essential in allowing the State to provide adequate comments on
the investigation and clean-up at HPA. It should also be noted that the Navy will need
to obtain DHS approval with respect to radiologic concerns before sites or parcels at F{PA
may be released to the public. This separate DHS approval requirement should be built
into the development of proposed schedules and procedures for property release.

In addition, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Remed.ial Project
Manager, Mr. Cyrus Shabahari, has requested the following information and noticei so
that these may be placed directly in the administrative record:

1,. A copy of meeting minutes between DHS and Navy should be directly
submitted to the DTSC.

All documents addressing radiologic investigations should be concurrently
submitted to the DTSC.

The DTSC should be directly notified of technical meetings between the
DHS and Navy.

2.

3.
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r e Please direct your questions to me at (510) 2854222.

cc: Hunters Point Annex Radiologic Issues

Mr. jim Sullivarg NAVSTATI
Ms. Roberta Blanh USEPA
Mr. Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Mr. Jack S. McGurk, DHS
Ms. Amy Browne[ SFDPH

Bafbara M. Smith, P
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Since re l y ,

Q* -_pf".r
Jack S.  McGurk,  Chief
Environmental Manaqement Branch
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Ms. Barbara s^irn/
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
2l -01 Webster  St reet ,  Sui te  500
Oakland, CA 9561,2

Dear Ms . Srnith:

Parcel  B Data Presentat ion Meet ing (At tachment  1- ,  Ju ly  27,  t -993) ,
as requested in your Record of Communication, dated July 29, 1993,
has been reviewed. The enclosed comments provided to you are in
support of the Interagency Agreement between the State Water
Resources Control Board and the Department of Health Services.

ff you have any guestions concerni-ng these comments, please
te lephone  me  a t  (916 )  323 - l -L67  o r  F iL  Fong  a t  (9L6 )  324 -L378 .

EncLosure

c c : Cyrus Shabahari,
John Adams, SWB
Steve Dean, EPA,
Mike McC1el1and,

DTSC

Region  9 ,  ORIA
WESTDIV



DHS Comrnents to rrParcel B Data Presentation Meeting (Attachment 1-,
J u l y  2 7 ,  1 9 9 3 1 t t

General

For radiation issues at the Hunters Point Annex, Steve Dean, EpA,
and Fil  Fong, DHs, have and wil l  meet with Mike tttcclei land,
wEsrDrv, and Dave Martinez, pRc. The radiation subqroup should beevaluating and reviewing the radiati-on concerns at these faci l i t ies
and, by consensus and i-n coordination with the RpMs, recommending
the course of acti ,on. unfortunately, Mike Mcclerland is i" a;" i ; i ; ;
o f f - s i t e  and  s teve  Dean  i s  a t - 'wash ing ton ,  o . c .  t h i s  week .
Therefore,  these comments should be consid6red 'as only  par t  o f  theresponse from .the radiation subgroup.

Drydock 4

These comments on Dryd.ock 4 are based on the rsurface confirmation
Radiation survey" (scRS) report, dated Novernber 3, rgg2

1. Background/Area of Concern:

T h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t ,  r r t  h a s  b e e n  s p e c u 1 a t e d . . . . . . * ,  i s  n o tknown. ff  the speculation has some substance in fact, then theNavy should provide evidence or inforrnation of wht Drydock 4 issuspected. rf the speculation is not well  founded and there wereonly guesses 
!h"! .nu.clear powered vessels were drydocked at Hunters

Point, then why l irnit  the guesses only to Drydock 4? why were notal l  the drydock_s s-urveyed? 7f the spetulatioi is based on stronger
information and the Nivy has a concern about Drydock 4, then theagencies should be proviaea with the source and rationale of thespeculat ion.  This  was not  prov ided in  SCRS.

2.  F ie ld  fnvest igat j -on -  F i rs t  Bu11et :

rrCursory surveyrt_ was reported here and SCRS. nCursoryrr usually
Te?n:  super f ic ia l ,  not  thorough.  rCursory survey ' r  usul l ly  ,nean!-init ial or incomplete survey. Further, scRS does not show a recordof this rrcursory survey. or any survey of Dryd.ock 4. please provide
the documentation.

3.  F ie ld  Invest igat ion -  Second Bu1let :

The sCRS did state that the main draj-n sump sediment was sampled.
However, the number of samples taken, and th]e sample identif ication
for the samples taken at brydock 4 were not reported in the scRS.one of the rrrnarkersrr radionuclides for f ission'prod""t= was statedhere as cobal t -GO. cobal t -60 is  not  a  f iss ion i roauct .



4.  Resul ts  F i rs t  Bu11et

Cursory or incomplete surveys do not produce data results,
suff icient to perrnit conclusions to be drawn. ff  a cursory survey
was conducted of Drydock 4 | no written record was provided to
document these surveys. Were these cursory surveys conducted? ff
a concern of Drydock 4 does exist, the Navy must conduct a complete
radiation survey and ful ly document the results of these surveys.

5.  Resul ts  Second Bul le t :

The results of these sedirnent samples cannot be verif ied without
providing the sample identif i-cation in the SCRS report. The sample
identif ication must be provided in the SCRS report. The number of
samples taken need also to be stated.

The SCRS, page 75 ,  Sect ion 5.7 .4  s tated that  the r rResul ts  of
l iquid/sludge sampli-ng in the main sump were not conclusive. The
percent sol ids in the l iguid/sludge sarnple matrix was not high
enough to obtain 1ow detection l imits required for 225 Ra
analysis. rr The staternent provided in the second bul1et is
rnisleading. The SCRS reported the results of this testing was rrnot
conclus ive.  r r  AIso,  these samples were not  analyzed for  f iss ion
products as stated. under Fiald InvestigaLionf but only for
226 Radiun.

6. Prel iminary Conclusions/Recommendations:

The f indings of the SCRS were based on undefined prel iminary
assessments and speculation about what radiological concerns are
present at Drydock 4, on an unrecorded, incomplete radi-ation
surveyr orl soi l  samples results that can not be confirmed, or
reported to be inconclusive and on sedj-ment soi l  analyzed not foi
f issicn products, but radiurn. A11 these f lawed statements and
f i n d i n g s  h a v e  n o c redence  fo r t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y
conclusions/recommendations of no rrfurther radiological
invest igat ion of  Drydock 4. r rThe Navy should be more aware of  what
was reported in the SCRS.

7.  Fur ther  rev ievr  o f  SCRS page 75,  Sect ion 5.7.4 repor ted that
rrthe Navy provided documentation that showed Dry Dock 4 had
previously been surveyed and released for unrestr icted use.rr The
Navy did not reference any documentation for this statement. Is
there any basis for this last sentence?



fR-07  and IR- l -8 :

l - .  Background/Areas of Concern:

This, again, places the speculation in the context of who
speculated and how strong'a speculation that the sand may contain
long-l ived part icles from atornic weapon testing. why involve the
guess on fa l lout  and compl icate la ter  the just i f icat ion for
radiological clearances? The SCRS reported higher radiation leveIs
above background were measured within rR-19 to rR-07. This is
suff icient rationale for this background discussion. (Then proceed
to present the data and results to demonstrate that i t  is r laiurn. l

2 .  F ie ld  Invest igat ion -  Thi rd.  Bul le t :

Why was the l-S-foot trench work requested? What information was
expected f rom th is  ef for t  in  l -993? (F igure 3 was not  avai lab le to
review the records of the garnnma measuremenLs. )

Based on the relatj-vely 1ow coneentrations of radium detected in
the earl ier samples, i t  is guestioned why radon measurements were
conducted. The resources should be di.rected toward better soi l
character izat ion us ing so i l  analyses.

3.  Resul ts  Second Bul le t

The Uraniurn MiI l  Tail ing Radiation Control Act (UMTRcA) guidelines
continued to be used as a standard in these discussiohs by the
{avy. Gary Butner, DHS, in the technical meeting on HPA radiation
issues on Apri l  6, l-993 stated that the uMTRcA guidelines are not
acceptable for remediation at HpA. (Dave preston, pRc, however,
did not record this di-scussion directed at RASO personnel in the
minut'es of this meeting. ) In the meeting of the r iaiat ion subgroup
on July  7 |  1993 at  Hunters point ,  s teve Dean,  EpA,  and r i l  Fong,
DHs, both restated to Dave Martinez, pRc, that the uMTRcA
guidelines are not applicable. Steve Dean emphasized. that the
specif ic policy guidance from EPA HQ was that UMTRCA standards
should not be used as a standard for Superfund remediations. The -.
standard in this case should not be on a yes-no number, but r isk
assessment  based (e.9.  cERcrJ\  gu idance for  r isk  assessment) .
Delete al l  references to the UMTRCA guidelines.

4. Results {ourth Bullet

What j -s meant by t tv j-s ible radium?rt
rrseeingfrr  the radiurn?

What is  the s ign i f icance of
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5. Results Bullets Four to Eight

A11 these bullets provided staternents of the results, but there is
no docurnentation to back up the statements. where is the
documentation of the record?

6. Prel irninary Conclusi-ons/Recommendation

Tn:-State agrees that further sanpling and analysis are required to
ful ly characteri-ze this area of coniern. I t  is recommended that
further soi l  sampling be held j-n abeyance unti l  the rad.iat ion
subgroup partners can provid.e guidance about the most cost
ef fect ive course of  act ion to  char lc ter ize rR-07 and rR-18.

fn the July 7 meeting on HPA, Steve Dean mentioned the possibi l i ty
of determining whether the material was contarninated wit ir
radioactive material or the rad.ium i-s natural ly occurring in this
soi l /sand.  rn  the la t ter  case,  rad io log icar  

-c learances 
may bejust i f ied wi th  no or  min imal  act ion.

As far as the standards for remediation is concerned,, EpA and DHS
are progressing toward developing radiological standards for
remediat ion and base c losures.  s teve Book,  e [ .o . ,  o f  DHS has been
sFeci f ica l ly  tasked to develop radio log ic  cr i ter ia  on f 'how c lean is
cleanrr for DoD activit ies. The ttRadioacti-ve and Mixed Waste process
Act ion Team,rr  ehai red by J im cornel ius,  is  schedul ing th is  concern
for  d iscuss ion at  the meet ing of  August  5 ,  1993.  The lu thor  of  th is
proposed posit ion paper for the Navy should concentrate more on
proper documentation of sampling, daia and analyses and Leave the
decis ion-making process,  ba ied on tne developj -ng 's tandards,  to  the
Navy and the regulatory agencies.

Again, r have a problem with the process in which the Navy and
their contractor(s) presented these radiation issues to the
technical committee, and not to the rad.iat ion subgroup for review
and reconmendation.. A1so, there is no stated relson why such a
short turnaround t irne is required for this posit ion paper. There
is no good reason why these presentations/di-scussiorr='".r,  not wait
unt i l  Mike Mccle l land 's  next  rad iat ion issue meet ing.


